


























































The	 institution	 of	 autonomy	 was	 present	 in	 the	 life	 of	 Christian	
communities	since	the	apostolic	times.	The	full	responsibility	of	local	Churches,	
emphasized	since	the	Acts	of	the	Apostles,	epistles	and	apostolic	writings,	was	




	 In	 the	4th	 and	5th	 centuries,	 capitalizing	 the	political	 organization	of	 the	
Empire,	 the	Church	structured	a	metropolitan	system	to	which	 it	granted	all	
elements	 of	 autonomy5.	 Following	 the	 evolution	 of	 stately	 organization,	 the	
church’s	institutional	structures	moulded	on	the	civil	model,	so	that	by	the	end	of	
the	4th	 century	 it	 reached	 a	 supra‐metropolitan	organization.	This	 organization	
underlined	 the	 distinction	 between	 basic,	 episcopal	 autonomy,	 metropolitan	
autonomy	and	supra‐metropolitan	autonomy,	which	was	consolidated	between	
the	4th	and	9th	centuries	in	the	form	which	later	was	named	Pentarchy.	
	 It	 is	 interesting	 to	note	 that	 in	 this	whole	 system	of	 autonomies,	 the	
canonical	tradition	invests	with	extended	autonomy	only	the	metropolitan	system,	
while	the	episcopal	and	supra‐metropolitan	autonomies	are	always	correlated	













5	C.	Vogel,	 “Communion	et	Eglise	 locale	aux	premiers	siècles,	Primauté	et	 synodalité	durant	 la	période	
anténicéenne”,	L’Année	canonique,	no.	25	(1981):	170‐171.	





















































level	 did	 not	 have	 direct	 jurisdictional	 competencies,	 but	 only	 the	 right	 of	
consecrating	the	primate	of	the	metropolitan	Church,	chosen	by	the	bishops	of	
that	diocese9.	
	 Beginning	with	 the	middle	of	 the	5th	century,	 through	 the	28th	canon	of	
Chalcedon,	 five	supra‐metropolitan	centres:	Rome,	Constantinople,	Alexandria,	
Antioch	 and	 Jerusalem,	 are	 emphasized	 so	 that	 later	 the	 Pentarchy	would	 be	
considered	a	gift	of	God,	associated	with	the	five	senses	which	were	applied	to	the	
Ecclesial	 body	 of	 the	 Empire10.	 Some	 consider	 that	 this	 association	 targeted	
precisely	limiting	the	claims	of	acquiring	patriarchal	status.	As	long	as	the	unitary	
political	elements	encased	what	today	we	might	call	the	autocephalous	Church,	no	
major	 issues	 arose11.	 However,	when	 the	 pressure	 of	 imperial	 politics	 tried	 to	
dilute	through	disciplinary	means	the	autonomy	of	some	churches	which	were	
emancipated,	 it	 even	 led	 to	pushing	 them	 towards	heretical	doctrines.	 Some	
see	the	adoption	of	even	distinct	doctrinal	stances	by	the	Persian	and	Armenian	













away	with	 the	 suspicions	 of	 another’s	 state	 interference	 in	 the	 internal	 issues	
																																																													
9	For	more	details	see:	P.	L’Huillier,	“Le	décret	du	concile	de	Chalcédoine	sur	les	prérogatives	du	




11	For	 a	 broader	 approach	 of	 Constantinople’s	 influence	 over	 church	 organization	 and	 of	 the	
Christian	 east	 in	 general,	 see	 Alain	 Ducellier,	 ed.,	Byzance	et	 le	monde	orthodoxe,	 2e	édition	
(Paris:	Armand	Colin,	1996).	
12	R.	Janin,	“Les	Arméniens.	L'église	arménienne”,	Échos	d'Orient	18,	no.	110	(1916):	6.	










	 Thus	 we	 can	 ascertain	 that	 in	 the	 course	 of	 time,	 extended	 church	
autonomy	developed	as	a	form	of	recognizing	the	self‐governing	capacity	of	a	
regional	Church,	which	was	however	 limited	by	geo‐political	 interests	which	
avoided	granting	 it	 the	status	of	autocephaly.	Generally,	 these	situations	 created	
convulsions	 which	 generated	 schisms	 and	 jurisdictional	 conflicts.	 For	 this	
reason,	addressing	the	theme	of	church	autonomy	exceeds	the	interests	of	the	









of	 relative	 and	 absolute	 independence	must	 not	 be	 regarded	 from	 a	 secular	
juridical	perspective,	but	 in	the	sense	that	autonomous	Churches	have	their	own	
organization	 within	 the	 autocephalous	 Church,	 with	 autocephaly	 as	 the	 highest	
form	of	autonomy15.	
	 The	text	shows	that	autonomy	is	granted	after	a	justified	request	on	behalf	
of	 the	 local	Church	(2a).	The	autocephalous	Church	has	 the	aptitude	 to	analyse	






















the	 autonomous	 Church	would	 be	 incapable	 of	 assuming	 this	 responsibility,	
can	the	autocephalous	Church	to	which	it	reports	assist	(3d).	








within	 the	 same	 geographical	 ecclesial	 region,	 prompting	 contestation	 over	
the	status	of	each	autonomous	Church,	the	parties	involved	appeal—together	
or	 separately—to	 the	 Ecumenical	 Patriarch	 so	 that	he	may	 find	a	canonical	
solution	to	the	matter	in	accordance	with	prevailing	pan‐Orthodox	practice.	
	





































with	 regard	 to	 the	 proclamation	 of	 autonomy	 for	 an	 ecclesial	 region	 of	 the	
Orthodox	diaspora.	
	 It	is	for	the	first	time	when	a	pan‐Orthodox	document,	approved	in	the	
preparatory	 phase	 by	 all	 autocephalous	 Churches,	 expresses	with	 one	 voice	
the	possibility	of	organizing	autonomous	churches	in	the	diaspora.	It	is	a	first	







	 As	a	conclusion	 to	 this	 first	section	of	our	analysis,	we	can	underline	
the	fact	that	the	document	of	the	Holy	and	Great	Council	clarifies	the	way	in	which	
Church	autonomy	is	integrated	in	the	institution	of	autocephaly	and	presents	it	as	
a	 freestanding	 form	of	organization	 in	an	ecclesial	and	socio‐cultural	context	 in	
which	such	a	structuring	supports	the	mission	of	the	Church.	
	 Church	autonomy	has	to	be	organized	by	respecting	canonical	tradition,	







II.	The	 issue	of	 the	Orthodox	diaspora	 from	 the	point	of	view	of	
the	Holy	and	Great	Council’s	document	
	
	 With	 the	population	movements	of	 the	beginning	of	 the	20th	century,	
the	Orthodox	Church	consolidated	its	presence	outside	of	traditional	canonical	
territories.	 Thus,	 a	 new	 canonical	 entity	 emerged,	 the	 Orthodox	 diaspora,	
which	 was	 perceived	 from	 the	 beginning	 as	 an	 atypical	 form	 of	 ecclesial	
manifestation,	 for	 which	 the	 Church	 must	 find	 appropriate	 solutions	 both	
from	a	canonical	and	pastoral‐missionary	point	of	view.	Even	since	the	1960’s	

























maintaining	 an	 identity	 separate	 from	 the	 socio‐cultural	 context	 to	which	 it	
emigrated18.		





defined	 as	 the	 “community	 of	Orthodox	 Christians	which	 live	 outside	 of	 the	
originating	 territorial	 Churches	 and	 in	 any	 case,	 outside	 all	 territorial	 Orthodox	
Churches”21.		
	 It	is	evident	that	the	diaspora	was	constituted	in	time,	beginning	with	

















of	 the	Orthodox	 faith	amongst	 the	persons	originating	 from	those	respective	
countries.	
	 If	the	confessional	element	is	that	which	grants	the	Orthodox	diaspora’s	
identity,	 the	 ethno‐cultural	 element	 cannot	 be	 neglected.	 It	 underlines	 the	
language	and	tradition	peculiarities.	However,	in	the	Orthodox	diaspora,	two	types	
of	 referring	 to	 the	 confessional	 and	 ethnic	 elements	 are	 identified.	 For	 the	 first	
generation	of	 emigrants,	 the	ethno‐cultural	element	 is	prevalent,	 the	 faithful	
calling	themselves	Romanian,	Greek,	Serbian‐Orthodox.	Beginning	with	the	second	







	 Some	considered	 that	 the	Orthodox	diaspora	reveals	 the	 incapacity	of	
our	Church	 to	 live	 a	 coherent	 relationship	 to	 canonicity23.	 In	 support	of	 this	
position	the	anomaly	of	situating	multiple	bishops	in	one	city	is	highlighted.	It	
is	taken	as	a	sign	of	a	chronic	canonical	disorder.	










22	In	 Western	 Europe	 there	 are	 more	 than	 100	 parishes	 which	 are	 primarily	 constituted	 of	




































	 The	document	adopted	by	 the	Holy	and	Great	Council	underlines	 the	
determination	 of	 all	 autocephalous	 Orthodox	 Churches	 of	 organizing	 the	
diaspora	according	to	the	ecclesiology,	tradition	and	practice	of	the	Orthodox	
Church26.	 This	wish	 is	 displayed	 as	 a	 long‐term	project	 originating	 from	 the	
discovery	formulated	in	paragraph	1	b	which	states	that	in	the	current	phase	
organizational	 economy	 is	 applied,	 creating,	 in	 a	 first	 stage27,	 13	 regions	 of	
the	Orthodox	diaspora,	enumerated	in	paragraph	3:	Canada;	the	United	States	of	
America;	Latin	America;	Australia;	New	Zealand	and	Oceania;	the	United	Kingdom	

































a	 local	Church	and	 consider	 themselves	 first	 and	 foremost	 as	being	Orthodox29,	




	 We	notice	 that	 the	document	 regarding	 the	Orthodox	diaspora	 avoids	
using	the	notion	of	 local	Church,	and	 leaves	 the	 impression	that	 the	problem	
can	 be	 solved	 through	 an	 underlining	 of	 the	 role	 played	 by	 the	 Ecumenical	
Patriarchy	in	the	issue	of	the	diaspora.	
	 In	 this	 phase	 of	 manifesting	 synodality	 at	 a	 pan‐Orthodox	 level,	 the	
























synods	 reunited	 the	 bishops	 of	 a	 kingdom	 or	 of	 a	 people	 and	 that	 they	 are	
presided	by	primates	or	patriarchs,	the	notion	of	patriarch	itself	being	linked	
with	that	of	nation33.	The	conversion	of	the	Franks	and	Visigoths	to	the	Christian	
faith	and	the	conversion	of	 their	 leaders	gave	birth	 to	an	organization	which	
took	into	consideration	the	ethno‐cultural	element.	In	this	sense,	the	Spanish	










our	 fathers”.	 Ortiz	 of	 Urbina,	 speaking	 of	 this	 canon	 and	 about	 the	 barbaric	










the	 local	Church	where	they	ended	up.	Rather,	 it	grants	to	the	Church	of	 the	
















of	 extraterritorial	 jurisdiction.	 But	 I	 only	 find	 that	 the	 Church	 has	 always	
found	organizational	solutions	 in	order	to	sustain	pastoral	care	 in	exceptional	
circumstances	and	did	not	subordinate	pastoral	care	to	an	absolute	 territorial	








consideration	the	need	 for	unitary	manifestation	 in	 the	diaspora	and	assigns	 to	

















the	Council	we	 could	 understand	 that	 the	 autocephalous	Churches	 agreed	 upon	

































resolve	 the	problems	 in	 accordance	with	 the	 canonical	 conscience	of	 the	 Church,	
considering	the	context	and	means	which	the	Church	has	at	its	disposal.	




problems	 with	 which	 the	 Church	 is	 confronted,	 as	 the	 37th	 apostolic	 canon	
indicates.	In	synodality	all	difficulties	can	be	overcome	and	precisely	the	degradation	
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